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Characteristics 

- 1 -  

TBE RUB SYSTEM: PROFXLE OF XNMATE POPULATION 
UNDER CUSTODY ON JANUARY 1,2006 

Total 

Custody 
Categow Under Range Across Flubs 

LOW I High 

- .  .. 

106.2 Average Mitkimum 
Sentence in months Minimum Scnntwce 52.8 154.7 

. .  
i 

Second Felony Offender 
.Matus 

. .  I$; 

.... 

44.7% 343% 59.6Yo Second 

i .. ~ 

I..* 
;/:. 

Crime I Violent Felony I 57.5% I 41.3% I 75.0% I 
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TEE aurC S Y S T E M  PROFTLE OF l”lATE POPULATION 

UNDER CUSTODY ON J W m Y  1,2006 

Total 
Characteristics Category Under Range Across Subs 

I Custody 

Low 

Prior Adult Crimiud hiorprison tmn 35.1% 26.9% 
Record 

23.0 . 6.3 Time Served at Current Median time sewed in 

TSme Servd in DepartirH?nt Median tiinc served 25.8 17.1 
Custody months 

Facility months 

16.8 11.9 Median time to release in 
months 

Test resulrs at 8th gmde level 
or bdow for aU inmates 

Time to Earliest Release 

25.3%. 3 4 . 4 ~ ~  Reading Level 

High 

41 -3% 

12.0 

74.2 

30.0 

39.5% 

~ ~ 

45.9% 63.0% Verified high school diploma 
ox above 

.~~~ Academic Degree 

English Language Fluency Englisll dominant 9 1.4% 883% 94.1% 

Rqoncd substance abuse 7 1.9% 64.8% 78.5% 
Substance Abuse (includes alcohol) 

I I 
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Section Three 

PROGRAM RELEVANT CEABA @rIERIsTICS 

Reading Proficiency 

The rjepximent's education p r o m  objective is to encourage every inmate to pass a high 
school equivaiemy GeneraI Education Diploma (GED) test wbiie incatcerate& Testing and 

, , education programming are used by the Department to track the academic level of inmates in 
reading and m a t b d c s .  III odei  to take the GED e x a m u ~ ~  .on, the Deparhnent requires h y , t c s  
to take tests demonsrrating at least a ninth grade level in reading and rnathem+tiw. Directive 4804 
detailing Depanmerdal educational policy was revised on nl28,2003. It mcreased the reading 
level requirements for the GED exam from 8" grade to 9 grade. This directive xequiris most 
inmates to be placed in educational programming until reading levels are tested at the 9* '@de 
fevel. Effective. January 1,2005, a policy statement was issued by Deputy Commissioner John K 
'Nuttail mandatisg GED preparation for all inmates. 

% -  

For this report, data on rcading proficiency and academic degree status were taken from a 
dab file compiled on January 14, 2006.. The number of cases on these &national tables 
(N-62731).is almost the same as for earlier tables (e.g. 62,732 in Table I). The data are. 
presented for total inmites for all examinations (Table 17;4), English language examinations 
(Table l7B) and Spanish language examinations (Table 17C). Imaaies with reading levels in the 0 
- 5" g7ade range.mquire adult basic qducation ( D E )  coma. hwata in &e 6 - S? grade range 
require course work to improve their test scores before being eligible for the GED examinations. 
znmates'in Ihe 9 - 12" grade category are eligible to Cake the GED exankdons,  so their come 
work helps,thcm prepare for the GED exam. Inmats must score nintb grade level or above in 
both reading and math before being eligible to take &e GED exarn. 

Table 17A sho& the reading level test resdts for all inmates. Of the 62,731 inmates 

higher degree, and 29,340 (46.7%) were without academic degrees. Not eligible to take a GED 
e m  were 12.556 inmafxs (20.0%) whose reading +ity was below the sixth grade +vel, and an 
additional 9,062 imnates (I 4.4%) whose reading ability was between the 6'" grade and SIb p d e  
.level. These inmates require additional services in order to qualify to take a GED exam. 

under custofi on J a n u a r y . .  (51 4 o,, p- ~ 

The percent of inmates in esch Hub whose mading ability Iwef was eighth gmde or below 
i s  presented in Figure 17. Sullivan Hub had the lowest percent ofinmates reading below the ninth 
grade level (25.3%). Wat-stown Hub had the highest percent of inmates reading below the ninth 

Table 173 shows the reading level test x&ks for inma& takiog English reading tats. 
'?his &up of  imam was comprised of those with their highest test score on the English reading 
test, those with no prefmcnce for Spanisb or other languages and no language prefwmce morded 
Ofthese d e s ,  31,032 (533%) had a verified GED, high school diploma, or higher degree. Of 
the remainiag 27,237 inmates, 7,222 can read. at the &tb grade level or above and are eligible to 
take a GED e:mnination There were 18,898 inmates reading below the ninth grade level and 
required to take additional education muses to he eligible for' the GED examiDatioa. English 
r d b  levd .resalts mged h m  23.6% readkg below grade level. at the Sullivan Hub to 
36.1% .at the 'Great Meadow Hub. 

grade levef (39.5%). . .  

. ., 

\rx . .  

! 
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Table 17'2 sbows the. reading level for the Spanish language dominant inma.& under 
custody on January 14, 2006. Of the 4,462 Spanish language dominant inmatcs, 1,183 (26.5%) 
bad a vm%ed diploma from 2 high school or a degree beyond the high school level. .Of the 
remaining 3.279 inmates, 500 could read in Spankiish at a ninth grade level or above, and'according 
to Departmenxal policy, were eligible to take a Spanish language GED test. Table 17C shows that 
there were 2,720 Spanish dominant inmaws who read below the ninth grade level and were 
required addirional educ7fion services to qualify to take a GED exam. Spanish r d i g  level 
results ranged from 42.846 reading below the ninth grade level at the Sullivan Hub b 70.0% in the 
Watertown Hub. 

Figure 17 
Reading Levet: 8* Grade or Below. 

40% 

20% 

0% 
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September 2004 

M O R E  T H A N  6oo.ooamenand 
women will have prison in zoo+ In m&ng 
the transition back 10 the co-univ, many will 
turn to t h e  familie-power. parents, sib- 
liilgs. @parents. and othersZor some !&d 
of assistance. These family memben become 
the "front'line" of reenhy. p m W i  former 
imates with oidcal ma& andemotional 
supporl induding shelter. food dothing. leads 
for jobs. and guidance in smyinp sober or avoid- 
ing criminal M a v i m  fhis is no mystew funi- 
lies t y p i d y  are more p e r m e  invested in 
and affected hy posirive outcomes for men a d  
women coming home than are uiminal justice 
pmctitionecs ex those in the helping pmies- 
sions. some 3 0  years of research from other 
field7 swgests that family suppen help 
make or break a successful m i t i o n  fiom 
prison to communitp: put in practice. criminal 
justirr Vst- have ody recently tiied to har- 
ness rhe famil,'r invsiment by eng@ng them 
in the hansition Such engagement has been 
encotliaged by the fatherhood movement of the 
rggos. which inmased holhparental program- 
ming for men in prison and chiid suppoa 
ordus when they leave: Even more recently. a 
nationd focus on the inrue of reenw. the tern 
used to denuiba the lransition fmm priron back 
to the communiry. has put the role of Famiicr 
in thc spolii&t 

Spmred by federal funding direxed at reen- 
hy, mote and more jliiisdic(ions are q u i -  
menting with familyfocused pmgmmming for 
adults leaving pdson. W e  we know From the 
research that some families succeed in pmvid- 
ing the n-srary snppon on their o m ,  we arc 
still learning both how they do it and how to 
designpropmr m coach and suppon fmi3ies 
who -of do it al l  on theiiawn 

In thi5 pap". we examine the trend towards 
providing fdpf'ed reenby propimmiq 
i, prison and in the C ~ m U l i i h J .  hi@ight ways 
rhat j&dic(ims can s r m a u e  such efforts. and 
addres the challenges iav0l"ea. 

!:: 
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Issues in Brief r- 

and dhq innovaUr+ avmS the nati&i to'e 
'"e$ry may lead lo mom iuccesful tmn 
yiwn.results. CseenligM is just mte way 

prevent a d  intaNene in dommic violerne a5 Airican-+erlQn men 
leave priqn..For nn~~~.iofcmation contad SRl's dir- 

'Eredbr&ke Sentencing and 'tonedions Program 
212-3763073, dwilhelm@vera.org, wWw.vera.or&% 

The Positive impact 
of Family lnvolvement 
The hypothesis that M y  engage- 
ment can produce betta outcomes at 

m y  is rooted MI in blind hope, 
but in lessom from other fields. For 
decades, researchers studying a b  
holism and ntbsence abuse noted the 
link between mcms&l heatment and 
positiw W y  suppo% A recent jour. 
nal d e  summarized this research. 
which shows that social support from 
family and friends dwhg drug kea- 
ment carrelats to such positive out- 
comes as inaeased comhnent to 
ueaunent, decrrased arrcst ntes and 
drug usage. and fmer relapses aiier 
txeaunent.= Thae findings sparked 

Rode@ de k FamSa, &loped by the 
VenInstituteofJusticeinrygG. 

La Boaegadek Familia focusedon 
the family's role at the cverkp of drug 
t i e a m e n t  and CrLSioal jurtice. La 
5wkga. which has since become an 
independent nonprofit under h d y  

such experimenralprogIam as La 

Justice, Inr. is a semice an N m  York 
Ciws Lower East side for families in 
which one member is both on pamie 
or probation and a substance abuser 
In addition to providing advocacy and 
zq-hour crisis inmention scrricer, 
La Bodega provides w& hmilyand 
indindual counseling sessions under 
the guidance of a Ermily ease m q e z  
who also wotk closely with the drug 
w f s  parole or probation officer 

An evaluation of La Bodega 
showed that allthough Bale@ partid- 
pants did not m y  in drugtreahnent 
any longer than a comparison group, 
the propoltionof partiapants who 
used illegal subsbzms dedined signif- 
icanfly-from 80 p w n t  upan eney 
into the program to 42 percent s k  

months later. In i n d q t h  interviews, 
partiapants gave concrete -pie 
of how thet famities helped them 

relapse. They also reported swiving 
to retain the good opinion oftheir 
families and feared losing that 

through difficult pedods, mf5imbii.p 

support ifthey resumed using 
dIUg1.7 

In me juvenile justice field. 
research going back a cenhlry has 
recognized the family's role in innu- 
en- delinqwnv. This reeardr 
suggested that strengrhening 
hctioning and encowaging E u n i  
involvement and monitoring of a 
delinquent pu@s behavior should 
reduce delinquency and associated 
behaviors suchas substance abuse.4 
A generation of programming along 
these lines has proven that hypothesis: 
programs such as Fa& Functional 
Therapy and MultisystemicThempy. 
among athers. show marked reduc- 
tions in recidivism compared to tradi- 
tional treatment that focuses on the 
child alone.S 

h m  p&n. research shows that the 
posiljve adjustment ofmiLiGuy s&ce 
men and women re- from active 
duly (as m d  by lower lev& of 
PortTramaic Stress Disorder) is 
associated withpezceiiving that their 
Exidlies gave them a positive reception 
when they returned home.6 5-e 

such fimilikl support-the diiierent 
@ences ofthe service member and 
his family during deploymefit the 
f imi I fs  irxIepznd-duringthir the, 
and fears about i n f i d e l i ~ t h c  
has o B d  formal and informal pro. 
grams for service membecs and their 

grams give both groups an oppmmiiy 
to admowledge and thmu# the 
adjustments that will'te made upon a 
service member's rehlln They also 
provide a s s i p n ~  when the s e k .  
manbers and/ortheir6milymmbeFs 

There is, too. some evidence offthe 

In an area andmpus to adult r-try 

UlXZy factOrS Can get in the Way Of 

Ikmilic9 ( d y  separate+). These pio- 

orpenen& distress &I the r e m 7  

positive impact of famities for a d d p  
returning from pdson. Research 
wnducted in the 1970s and 80s 
found modest differeneez in ieddi- 
vism rates between inmates who had 

. .  , ..; 
,.>. ,.. 

. .  
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significant conact with people Gom 
outside prison'during their inarcera- 
tion and those who had less or no 
Contact. In one study, the greater 
number ofvisits inmates had, the 
lower their recidiism.zate. in another 
study, inmates' pddpat ion in a 
plivate family visiting program d- 
in-emtion was assodated with low 
recidivism rates. None of the studies 
identified why family ties during 
imprisonment s m e d  m make a 
difference in recidivism? 

a shrdy that tracked 49 men and 
women for one month after release 
E m  New York State prisons and New 
York City jails. Within LWC, days &r 
release, 40 ofthe 49 papie were 
living with a relative, spouse. or parr- 
ML People whose families womd high 
on standardized measures offamiy 
sum& had greater success--defined 
as having a job, avoiding iUe@ activity 
and druguse. maldngnewfriends. 
and s e a r i n g  stahk housing-than 
peoplewhose families did not smIe as 
weU. But the strongest predictor of 
individual success was the perception 
by the person released lhat his family 
supportedhim.Y 

While thir evidence pointed to 
positfie family support as a factor in 
Iowcdqp reddivisa for adults leaving 
prison. resesrch has revealed little 
abaut why that support worked and 
e m  less about how to help foster it. 
The findinss. together with a national 
focus on how to reintegrate people 
leaving prison and jail back into their 
hobe communities. have sparked the 
creation of bmity-fwused reentry 
programs in order to dismuec through 
qerimcntation, what works. Veia's 
Project Greenlight is one such e&R 

More recently Vera staffconducted 

Project Greenlight 
In 2002, Vera, in parmenhip with the 
the New Yark State Department of 
Conenional Senices (DOCS) and the 

Division of Parole. induded W y -  
focused services in a prison-based 
reentry pilot program d e d  Propit 
Gredight Greenlight panidpane 
were adultmales, incarcerated for a 
d e t y  of offenses (some for serious 
and violent mmes), who weie tram. 
ftrred to a prison in New Yo& City, 
the Qum~sbom Conreetional F d V .  
two months before their release. Vera 
staftrained Parole's institutional 
05cers and DOCS couoselon to be 
reent?. case managers who helped the 
men prepare individual plans to use as 
a guide on paxok after release 
Participants also attended mandatory 
workshops on job readiners. prabical 
skins. and cognitive-kbviod tools. 
Participants could elm to I& 
services Gom an onsite job developer, 
a family counselor, and a cammity 
cw-tor whose responsibilities 
included housing a s s h e .  

Tire Ereenlight Family 
Reintegration Program. projm 
Greenlight planners included pro. 
gcamming for pamapam with their 
fKniier bemuse of the immense role 
family was likely IO play in the uperi- 
ence ofreentry- role that could be 
vezy supportive, bur could also be a 
source of Stress. l k  pro- focused 
bothonexploiingwaysthhatkbily 
memben could support the perron 
coming home and on helping them 
anticipate and, ifpossihle. resolve 
problems that might otherwise surface 
atlertheyweretogetherinthe 
Eo-unity. 

At orientation a fimily counselor 
described the program and invited the 
men to meet with him if they thoqht 
thq would likr to participate with 
their fimiUes. Of the 349 Greedight 
participants, rog met at least ome with 
the family comelos Most G e e d  to 

invite thek family m c m h  or asked 
the family cowelor to invite Famiry 
rnembc4, which he did either by 
telephone (II home &it Fifty prison- 

ers and IheL &milies attended f a d 7  
reintqption sessions. Although 
Greenlight partidpans ranged in age 
from late teens to early 605.  thaw in 
family sessions tentled to be in their 
20s and 30s. Most were AKican- 
Amcticm and Latino: most family 
m m h  were women. 

G r e d g h t  offed tbxee types of 
rcssiorrs: a couples gmup focused on 
the prisoner's relationship with his 
significant othez a co-parenh gmup 

" .  
'family ofo@ focused on the pris- 
ends relatiowhip with his parents, 
siblings, and any mended and infar- 
mal f d y .  The Iatm could indudc 
anyme dose to the inmate who he 
sritidpxkd would pla~ a suppo16vc 
role in his reintegration:" Each qpe 
of session was held once a week Tor 
foursuccesive w&. 

Sessions were hdd d- the 
weniiginthe6rst-fhrQfeteriaat 
Queensboro. One f?-timc and one 
part-tlme stllfperson, who had 
received training in fami systems 
and family munsdng. led the ses- 
sions for up to five prisoners and their 
families.'( 

&r the pilot period. DOCS and 
Parole institutionalized most of the 
elemem of Greed& at Queensbom. 
but h w e  they did ndt have s& 
mined in Euaily.counselimg and will- 
ing to work in the evenings, the family 
reintegration sessions within the fadl- 
ity endedInst9ad. the fadity has 
engaged a nonpmfn to invite returning 
prisoners and meir families to partid- 
pate in sessions in the comunity 
& releahe." 
We describe the Greenlight famitp: 

ofdoii su&vtt&wery~di&on 
i s  wlque. But dudng Greenlight's 
planning and pilot period, we vlperi- 
encedmanyofthe choicenandchal- 
icngcs involved in aeSisning and 
implementing a reenhy program that 

pmpm fanply to illustrate one way 
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US. Deprtment of JustIce 
'Office oflustice p i o g r a ~  

August 2000, NCJ 182335 Incarcerated Parents 
hildre 

By Christopher J. Mumola 
BJS Policy Analyst 

In 1999 State and Federal prisons held 
an estimated 721.500 parents of minor 
children. A majority of State (55%) and 
Federal (63%) prisonels reported 
having a child under the age of 78. 
Forty-six percent of the parents 
reported living with their children prior 
to admission. As a result, there were 
an:estimated 336,300 US. households 
with minor children affected by the 
imprisonment of a resident parent. 

Parents held in U.S prisons had an 
estimated 7,498,800 minor children in 
1999, an increase of over 500,000 
since 199t. Of the Nation's 72 million 
minor children, 2.1% had a parent tn 
State or Federal prison in 1999. 

A majority of parents in State prison 
were violent offenders (44%) or drug 
hamokers (13%), and 77% had a prior 
conviction. Nearly 60% of parents in 
State prison reported using drugs in 
the month before their offense, and 
25% reported a history of alcohol 
dependence. About 14% of parents 
reported a mental illness, and 70% did 
not have a high school diploma. 

This report Is the latest in a series 
based on the 1997 Survey of Inmates 
in State and Federaf Correctional 
Facilities. Other BJS Special Reports 
in this series have addressed sub- 
stance abuse and treatment. mental 
health. women and juvenile offenden, 
and inmates' militafy service. 
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> 1,498,800 children under age 18 I 
Persenlolp"risoners. 1897 Since 1991 the number of minor 

children with a parent in State or 
Federal prison rose by over 500,000; 
from 936.500 to 2,498,800 in 1999. 

Fsderat 
63.0% 

lktarchildrsn state 

1 23.8 24.0 
55.4% ny 

2 15.8 16.5 * The percentage of State and 
lormore 15.8 20.5 Federal prisoners with minor children 
lone 44.6% 37.0% (56%) changed littie since 1991 (57%). 

22% of all minor children with a 

old. 

Stimated 
umber ofminor 
hildren. 1999 1,324,900 1 7 3 . 9 ~  parent in prison were under 5 years 

'rlor to admission, less than half of the parents in State prlson reported 
iving with their children - 61% of fathers, 64% of mothers 

About 46% of parents in prison lived Percenl of Stale inmate 
garents. 1997 

Male with their children prior to admission. 
.Ed %,VI e,Uldre" 

,norlo adniiSSiOii 43 8% 64 31b said that at least ono of their children 
- About 90% of fathers in State prison 

:urnen1 cmgiver- 
Chi!d% other parent 89.6% 28.0% mothers said the father was the child's 
ChRd's grandparent 13.3 529 current caregiver. 
Olkf relative 4.9 25.7 
Foslererhanelagency 1.8 9.6 w 20% of mothers and 2% of fathers 
Mendslother 4.9 10.4 in State prison reported a child now 
some phmsrs had chiirbn b dimrent homes. living in a foster home or agency. 

now lived with their mother: 28% of 

Nearly 2 in 3 State prisoners reported at least monthly contact with their 
children by phone, mail, or personal vlslts 

40% of fathers and 60% of mothers 
in State prison reported weeWy m t a c  
with their children. 
* A majority of both fathers (57%) and 

Any 62.9% 78.4% reported never havinq a personal Visit 
with their children since admission. 

Maa 49.9 85.8 - Over 60% of parents in State prison 
VIsils 21.0 reparted being held over I W  miles 

Percent of state inmate 
pafen& wonins monthly 
oonfasi viih thek chitdren. 
1997 

Type of mntacl Male Fernde mothers (54%) in State prison 

53.6% Phone 42.0% 

from their last place of residence. 

- 
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